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ABSTRACT
LSU AgCenter Communications sends news stories and materials to all three
major mass media for news - newspaper, radio and television - in the state of Louisiana.
These news releases are designed to educate and inform the general public about LSU
AgCenter programs and research through the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
and the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station. LSU AgCenter Communications
wanted to know the effectiveness of its news effort in terms of usage by the media, and
what was the media’s perception of the LSU AgCenter and the topics covered by
communications.
Three researcher designed surveys were developed, one for each medium
(newspaper, radio, television). Each questionnaire was designed to determine how
effective LSU AgCenter news materials are being used and how often they are used by
each medium. Each survey contained a list of the topics used by LSU AgCenter
Communications in their news materials. Communications wanted to determine the
level of awareness of LSU AgCenter topics among the newsroom leaders of each
medium: newspaper editors, radio news directors or general managers, and television
news directors. Also, LSU AgCenter Communications wanted to know the level of
importance that each newsroom leader placed on these topics.
According to the results the LSU AgCenter Communications effort has been
effective in terms of usage of the news materials delivered to newspapers, radio and
television stations. The newspaper and television efforts were found to be more
effective than the radio service.

xii

It was also discovered that newspaper editors were more aware of LSU
AgCenter programs and research topics than both radio and television news directors.
The level of importance among each medium differed. Agriculture and emergency
preparedness were the most consistently high scoring topics among all three media.
Personal finance received the lowest marks overall. A follow-up study of the awareness
and importance of LSU AgCenter topics could be helpful to determine each medium's
content trends.

xiii

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Enhancing the quality of life for the citizens of Louisiana through research and
education programs is the mission of the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center
(LSU AgCenter). In “Vision for the New Century,” the LSU AgCenter identifies nine
topics that address its programs: production agriculture; economic development; food,
nutrition and food safety; technology and information infrastructure; youth and youth
programs; environment and natural resources; urban agenda and urban planning;
diversity; and families and community leadership. The AgCenter remains committed to
the legislative acts t hat started the agricultural research and extension programs in the
United States, but it must address the needs of others as the percentage of the
population of Louisiana involved with agricultural production becomes smaller
(Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 2000).
The LSU AgCenter established the following goals for its programs: to
strengthen the productivity and profitability of Louisiana farms; to facilitate the wise
use of natural resources and protection of the environment; to develop new agricultural
crops and value-added products; to build leaders and good citizens through 4-H youth
development; to strengthen families and communities; and to implement nutrition, diet,
food safety and health programs for better living. Both the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station (LAES) and the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES)
are part of the LSU AgCenter (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 2000).
Using basic and applied research, the LAES discovers the best use of natural
resources while protecting the environment in order to strengthen production
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agriculture, families and communities (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center,
2001c). The LCES then uses this research-based knowledge to educate the citizens of
the state (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 2001a).
One of the methods used by the LSU AgCenter to inform the public is through
the use of the media. The public receives much of its information about the world
around them from the media. News operat ions through newspapers, television and
radio stations can influence public perception (Rogers, 1995).

Figure 1. LSU AgCenter Communications Model.
According to the American Society of Newspaper, gathering and distributing
news and o pinion primarily serves the general welfare of the people, by informing and
enabling them to make judgments on the issues of the time. The Society of Professional
Journalists, Sigma Delta Chi, believes the agencies of mass communication are carriers
of public discussion and information, acting on their constitutional mandate and
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freedom, uncovering and then reporting the facts. According to the Associated Press
Managing Editor’s “Code of Ethics,” a good newspaper is fair, accurate, honest,
responsible, independent and decent. Truth is its guiding principle (Fink, 1988).
Currently the news division of the communications department of the LSU
AgCenter routinely sends news stories and materials to all three major mass media for
news - newspaper, radio and television - within the state of Louisiana. These news
stories are designed to show the majority of the citizens of the state what the LCES and
LAES within the LSU AgCenter are doing with the taxpayer’s money.
In May 2001, LSU AgCenter Communications personnel began a new system
of delivering news materials to the media. Now every daily and weekly newspaper,
along with some specialty publications, are sent a number of consumer related news
stories every month called “News You Can Use” (Louisiana State University
Agricultural Center, 2001b). Other stories that are more “time sensitive,” such as
events and discoveries, are sent to every publication when necessary. Each publication
receives a new weekly horticulture feature article, called “Get It Growing,” every
month. These publications can also receive photographs from the LSU AgCenter news
Web site.
LSU AgCenter Communications personnel also sends 10 radio news stories
twice a month to 54 radio stations and two syndicated radio networks throughout the
state and prepare one television news story per week which is delivered via satellite.
Radio and television stations also receive “Get It Growing” segments. A 60-second
horticulture segment is sent to radio stations for every weekday of the month. A
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television segment, approximately 90-seconds in length, is prepared and delivered to
television stations along with the news story via satellite.
Statement of the Problem
LSU AgCenter Communications would like to assist the media with its capacity
to inform and educate the public of Louisiana. However, it is important to realize that
all newspapers, radio stations, and television stations are businesses. There are no
concrete rules on what “is” and “is not” news for a particular news organization. It is
important for LSU AgCenter Communications to know what the media througho ut the
state of Louisiana considers news as it relates to the goals of the LSU AgCenter.
Newspaper editors along with radio and television news directors are paid to supervise
those who work in a newsroom. They assign stories, edit content, and are ultimat ely
responsible for the final product (Fink, 1988). Their impressions of the news materials
provided to them by LSU AgCenter Communications is critical to their potential use of
these materials.
LSU AgCenter Communications does not know if the current marketing
strategies for promoting LSU AgCenter educational programs and research to t he
citizens of Louisiana are the best way to promote them. LSU AgCenter
Communications does not know if the type of news sto ries being delivered to media
outlets are the most effective in terms of usage. In addition, the news division does not
currently know the media’s perception of the LSU AgCenter and its news division.
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Purpose
The purpose of this study is to determine how well the communications effort
of LSU AgCenter Communications is working, and what else the LSU AgCenter can
do to help inform the public of extension programs and research through these three
news media, namely newspaper, radio and television.
This study will answer the following research questions:
1.

How effective is the LSU AgCenter’s newspaper communications
effort, which includes “News You Can Use;” “Get It Growing;” and
“time sensitive” news, as measured by frequency of use by newspaper
editors of the publications currently receiving this service? (See note
below)

2.

How effective is the LSU AgCenter’s radio communications effort,
which includes “Get It Growing” and news sto ries, as measured by
frequency of use by news directors of the radio stations currently
receiving this service? This research quest ion includes determining the
most effective length of stories and the preferred audio format. (See
note below)

3.

How effective is the LSU AgCenter’s television communications effort,
which includes “Get It Growing” and news sto ries, as measured by
frequency of use by news directors of the television stations currently
receiving this service? (See note below)
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4.

How aware of LSU AgCenter pro grams and research topics are these
newspaper editors and radio and television news directors?

5.

How important are these LSU AgCenter programs and research topics
to newspaper editors, radio news directors and television news
directors?

6.

What alternative marketing strategies can LSU AgCenter
communications use t o serve better the print media, radio stations and
television stations of the state of Louisiana?

7.

What differences exist, if any, in importance of topics by medium?
Note. Effectiveness, as cited in research questions one through three,
will be measured in terms of usage. Descriptive statistics (count data)
will be generated.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Development of Land Grant Institutions
Louisiana State University is one of Louisiana’s two land grant institutions. A
land grant college or university is an institution that has been designated by its state
legislature or the United States Congress to carry out the mandates of the Morrill Acts
of 1862 or 1890 (National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges,
1995).
The first Morrill Act, passed in 1862, was designed to support institutions that
taught agriculture, military tactics, mechanical arts, and classical studies so t he people
of the working class could receive a practical education. Federal lands were provided
to each state for establishing a public institution. The Hatch Act of 1887 enhanced the
land grant system by adding the agricultural experiment station program to the system.
Each state was authorized direct payment of federal grant funds in order to establish an
agricultural experiment station. Using basic and applied research, the Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station (LAES) discovers the best use of natural resources
while protecting the environment in order to strengthen production agriculture, families
and communities (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 2001c). The second
Morrill Act, passed in 1890, either founded or designated land grant institutions for
African-Americans in the Southern states that were segregated (National Association of
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 1995).
The passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914 created the Cooperative Extension
Service in association with each land grant institution. Federal support for extension
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services was provided using a formula similar to the Hatch Act. This act also required
that the states provide matching funds in order to receive the federal monies (National
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 1995). The Louisiana
Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) uses research based knowledge from the LAES
to educate the citizens of the state (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center,
2001a).
Development of the LSU AgCenter
Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College began as a
seminary through land grants made by the United States government in 1806, 1811,
and 1827 (Louisiana State University, 2001). In March 1852, Louisiana State Seminary
of Learning and Military Academy was located in Rapides Parish near Pineville,
Louisiana. The institution’s main building was completed in the fall of 1859. The
institution opened on January 1, 1860, with Colonel William Tecumseh Sherman
serving as superintendent. Because of the Civil War, the school closed in the spring of
1861 (Vallas, 1935). After reopening on October 2, 1865, a fire damaged the seminary
and closed it on October 15, 1869. Less than a month later, the institution reopened in
Baton Rouge and was soon renamed Louisiana State University (Louisiana State
University, 2001).
On April 7, 1874, the Louisiana legislature established the Louisiana State
Agricultural and Mechanical College under the Morrill Act of 1862. The school first
opened in New Orleans on June 1, 1874, and later moved to Baton Rouge to merge
with Louisiana State University in 1877 (Louisiana State University, 2001). The
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university moved to the Pentagon Barracks in 1886, which is now part of the State
Capitol grounds. It later moved to the present campus site in 1932 (Williams, 1959).
In 1971, a special committee of the LSU Board of Supervisors recommended
that its agricultural activities have an identity separate from any one of the existing
campuses of the LSU System. As a result, in August 1972, the LSU Board of
Supervisors established the Center for Agricultural Sciences and Rural Development.
The name was changed by the board in 1982 to the LSU Agricultural Center (Louisiana
State University Agricultural Center, 2001a).
The LSU AgCenter has two primary units, the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station (LAES) and the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES).
The LAES has a comprehensive research program conducted in 18 academic
departments (Table 1) on the LSU AgCenter campus in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and
19 off-campus research stations (Figure 2) throughout the state (Louisiana State
University Agricultural Center, 2001c).
With offices in all 64 parishes in Louisiana, the LCES is responsible for
statewide off-campus education. Its personnel teaches agricultural and natural resource
technology and management techniques based on research and conduct other
educational programs focused on family and consumer sciences, youth development,
overall improvement of the state’s economy and efficient use of community and
personal resources (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 2001a).
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Table 1
Academic Research Departments
Agricultural Chemistry

Experimental Statistics

Agricultural Economics & Agribusiness

Food Science

Agronomy

Renewable Natural Resources

Animal Science

Horticulture

Audubon Sugar Institute

Human Ecology

Biological & Agricultural Engineering

Plant Patholo gy & Crop Physiology

Biological Sciences

Poultry Science

Dairy Science

Rural Sociology

Entomology

Veterinary Science

Figure 2. LSU AgCenter Research Stations.
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Initially, the LCES dealt with agricultural groups. They comprised the bulk of
those with whom it dealt, and they were most affected by the research (Wallace, 1988).
However, as the number of farms has decreased in Louisiana over the past 65 years,
the audience for the LCES has become more urban. In 1935 the number of farms in
Louisiana was 170,216 (United States Department of Agriculture, 1950). According to
the 1997 Census of Agriculture, that number decreased to 23,823 (United States
Department of Agriculture, 2000).
Funding for State Level Agricultural Experiment Stations
and Cooperative Extension Services
As the country became less rural, the economic make-up of rural areas also
changed. Most rural residents today are not farmers or members of farm families.
Agricultural production is not the major industry in many rural areas. The United
States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) economic research service developed a
county topology of non-metropolitan counties based on the major economic activity of
each county or parish. Of the 2,276 non-metropolitan counties in the United States
(73.7% of all counties), only 556 (24.4%) are defined as farming-dependent (Ilvento,
1997).
The role and function of land grant institut ions, in particular the Cooperative
Extension Service, are being questioned and funding from the federal and the state
level is declining. The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 placed a new
emphasis on accountability, and several reports and initiatives suggest that extension
needs to be integrated better with research and teaching. While many of these
challenges were first discussed in the Smith-Lever Act more than 80 years ago, funding
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issues coupled with a new sense of accountability at the federal level have caused many
extension systems to rethink their role in the land grant university (Ilvento, 1997).
In 1993, C. Peter Magrath, President of the National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, stated that the land grant system needs to
change. The state land grant systems need to become more active with urban areas
with a focus on environment, food and nutrition. According to Magrath, the
agricultural farm community is not as powerful as it used to be. This new enviro nment
for state land grant institutions will make funding very difficult.
In a 1993 repo rt fro m the Experiment Station Committee on Organization and
Policy (ESCOP), it was noted that State Agricultural Experiment Stations (SAES) are
not as well funded today as in previous years. In a survey of each SAES in the early
1990s, very few states showed increases in funding to offset inflation. According to the
ESCOP report, the lack of funding cost the SAES system an estimated 20% of its
research capacity over the previous four years (Magrath, 1993).
The composition of extension funding has also changed. In 1972, the largest
portion of funding came from federal sources and accounted for 42% of all funding. By
1992, state sources provided the largest portion of the funding (46.3%), while local
source funding grew almost as large as the federal share. In real dollars the federal
share declined by almost 23%, while state and local sources increased (Ilvento, 1997).
State funding for the LSU AgCenter has not increased recently. The recommended
executive budget for the 2000-2001 fiscal year was $297,277 less than the
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$79,381,515 allocated for the operating budget for the 1999-2000 fiscal year
(Louisiana State Government, 2000).
Changes in the Land Grant System
Change in funding creates a need for changes in the land grant system. In 1993,
the ESCOP identified the areas of change necessary for the SAES. In the next decade,
the SAES needed to address the following (Zuiches, 1993):
•

Enhance overall image of agricultural research.

•

Broaden their clientele to include environmentalists, urban citizens and
consumer advocates.

•

Change the structure of the organization to reflect an emphasis on
agriculture, natural resources, the environment, community
development, health and nutrition and family well-being.

•

Increase of collaborative research efforts.

•

Modify the research agenda to match priority issues.

•

Attempt to restore funding for agricultural research.

In 1996, the National Research Council (NRC) studied the land grant system
and recommended change in four areas (Phillips, 1997):
•

Address issues and concerns of the food and agricultural system.

•

Organize more regional and multi-state programs and projects.

•

Emphasize its mandate of teaching, research and extension.

•

Improve its accountability to the public and its reputation in the science
community.
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In his testimony to the House Agriculture Committee in 1996, Dr. Paul
Rasmussen, chair of ESCOP, said, “The vast majority of our research is consistent with
the Federal government’s new agenda for agricultural research. We continue to
eliminate unnecessary duplication and to share resources in regional research, which
offers substantial improvements in effectiveness and efficiency” (Rasmussen, 1996,
p.217). He later added that the researchers are now working on ways to limit economic
and environmental risk, developing value-added agricultural products, and creating a
safe and nutritious food supply.
A number of land grant institutions - Michigan State University, Oregon State
University, Clemson University, University of Illinois, University of Minnesota, and
Pennsylvania State University - have recently reexamined their organizations (Ilvento,
1997). Each institution dealt with the following issues:
•

Commitment of the university to service/outreach

•

Role of extension in service/outreach

•

Definition of service/outreach

•

Ties between extension and colleges

Some of the institutions, like Michigan State University and Pennsylvania State
University, placed an emphasis on outreach. Michigan State defined outreach as a form
of scholarship that cuts across teaching, research and service. They had numerous
recommendations to enhance outreach, such as eliminating barriers to outreach and
setting up a reward system for those individuals who excel in outreach. Pennsylvania
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State restructured its administration to address and implement a plan designed to
enhance outreach.
Instead of focusing on outreach, the University of Illinois focused on the role of
extension within the university system (Ilvento, 1997). It was recommended that
extension place emphasis on four program areas:
•

Agriculture and natural resources

•

4-H and youth development

•

Family and consumer sciences

•

Community and economic development

Plans for restructuring the LSU AgCenter have been completed. The central
administration has been modified to aid the administration of research and extension
programs. The state has been divided into eight regions, along with the merging of the
research and extension units on the main campus in Baton Rouge (W. B. Richardson,
personal communication, August 22, 2001).
Public Awareness o f Agricultural Extension and Research Programs
Public awareness of the LSU AgCenter program initiatives will play a large role
in their success. A pair of national surveys conducted in 1982 and 1995 (Table 2)
revealed that many Cooperative Extension Programs are more recognizable than the
organization's name. The surveys (Table 3) also showed low usage of the Extension
Service.
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Table 2
Awareness of Cooperative Extension or Its Programs by the General Public
Year
General Public Awareness of:

1982

1995

Organization’s Name

40%

45%

Agriculture Pro grams

51%

50%

Home Economics Programs

45%

51%

Community Development Pro grams

46%

38%

4-H Pro grams

77%

69%

Note. Taken from Warner, 1996.
Table 3
Use of Cooperative Extension Service Programs by the General Public
Year
1982

1995

Ever Used

26%

26%

Past Year’s Use

12%

8%

Note. Taken from Warner, 1996.
An increase in awareness of the Cooperative Extension Service (CES) was
noted from 40% in 1982 to 45% in 1995. Overall awareness remains high with six out
of seven people being aware of the organizational name of CES or at least one
program area. People in the South and Midwest regions of the country had a greater
awareness of CES and/or its programs than those in the Northeast and the West. Other
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high recognition groups included those with more education, people above the age of
40, and rural and farm residents (Warner, 1996).
In 1993, Jo hn Paluszek, CEO of Ketchum Public relations of New York City,
reviewed the Experiment Station-Extension System. Following a two-month review of
the current circumstances in the land grant system, he was certain that t he system’s
performance is good, but a deficit exists in how to tell people about it.
Who are our customers? According to Paluszek, no data exists to show who
the Experiment Stat ion - Extension System audience and cust omers are. He adds, “The
land grant system is in an epic co mpetition - dare I say a life and death competition for the hearts and minds of America.” He later stated, “Priorities are shifting. We are
approaching ‘zero-based’ public policy. That means don’t tell me about what you did
for me yesterday, tell me how you’re going to help me today and tomorrow” (King,
1993, & 2 & 3).
Louisiana legislators were targeted in a study of their perceptions of the
Cooperat ive Extension Service (CES) in 1998. The perceptions of legislators can have
an impact on government programs. Overall, the legislators were familiar with CES.
The best known program among legislators was 4-H. Perception of effectiveness of
CES programs was varied. The perception of effectiveness among urban legislators
was significantly lower than rural/suburban, rural/urban and rural legislators. The mass
media was an information source for the legislature, with newspaper articles providing
more exposure than radio and television news (Hodson, 1998).
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In an effort to help raise public awareness, LSU AgCenter Chancellor William
Richardson announced at Annual Conference in December 1999, that the LSU
Agricult ural Center would begin to call itself the LSU AgCenter. More importantly,
everyone in the Louisiana Coo perat ive Extension Service and the Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station would be identified as members of the LSU AgCenter
to t he media. It was the first step, along with a new logo, in giving the organization a
unified look (W. B. Richardson, personal communication, January 3, 2000).
Mass Media
One way to raise awareness is through the use of the media. LSU AgCenter
Communications supplies information to television st ations, radio stations, and
newspapers. Are people being reached? A national survey found that local television
news is the most widely used medium as a source of news with 70.3 percent of adults
using it regularly. Daily newspapers are next with 59.3 percent, followed by radio with
48.6 percent (Stempel, 1996). However, a June 2000, study shows that the local
television news audience is shrinking. The Pew Research Center for the People & the
Press points out that only 56 percent of Americans regularly watch local news (Hickey,
2001). Despite the shrinking audience, television is still competitive with the audience
of newspapers. This indicates that the correct media outlets have been targeted, but the
question is whether or not the media will use the material sent to them by LSU
AgCenter Communications.
A 1995 Associated Press Managing Editors (APME) study of newspaper
newsroom managers showed that 66 percent of responding editors said the amount of
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news coverage in their publications was reduced in the past year. Half of the editors
reported losing news staffers who were not replaced. Eighty percent reported that
there is more work than can be completed in a normal day (McManus, 1997). Despite
a smaller amount of news coverage in these publications, the loss of news staffers
could lead to more usage of outside sources for their news.
Management practices have changed in newspapers over the last two decades.
A market-oriented approach has changed most newspapers throughout the country.
Today’s newspapers are planned and packaged to be reader-driven or customer-driven.
In a study of 12 different newspapers, which included small market newspapers (less
than 100,000 circulation) and large market newspapers (more than 100,000
circulation), the news staffs of these newspapers said the greatest emphasis in their
newsrooms is given to treating the reader as a customer (Underwood, 1993).
In his presentation to the joint convention of the Newspaper Association of
America and the Canadian Newspaper Association in May of 2001, Readership
Institute Director John Lavine said their research shows that content in newspapers
really matters. According to their research, emphasis on the following topics can
increase readership (Readership, 2001):
•

Community and ordinary people

•

Health, home, food, fashion and travel

•

Politics, government, international

•

Natural disasters and accidents

•

Movies, TV and weather
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•

Business and personal finance

•

Science, technology, environment

•

Police and crime

Television stations around the country have also changed their approach to
news coverage by the increased usage of Video News Releases (VNRs) from outside
sources. The growth in the number of VNRs produced and aired can be attributed to
three factors: station budget and staff cuts, an increase in news programming, and an
increase in media competition. Use of these VNRs can also be attributed to market and
station size. By incorporating VNRs into their newscasts, small stations can compete
more effectively with stations that have larger staffs and budgets. The rate of VNR
usage has steadily increased since the mid-1980s (Owen & Karrh, 1996). Further
research indicates that television stations in all markets throughout the country use
news from outside sources (Carro ll & Tuggle, 1997). In fact, many television stations
are using more outside sources for their news, which means fewer stories are generated
by the news personnel within these stations. In a three-year study conducted by the
Project for Excellence in Journalism in conjunction with the Columbia University
Graduate School of Journalism, the researchers found that 53 percent of news stories
come from outside sources (Rosenstiel, Gotlieb, & Brady, 2000).
In the radio markets, only all-news radio stations and National Public Radio
affiliates have reporters to send out on stories in most of the top 75 markets. Most
news delivered by radio stations is obtained from outside broadcast services (Fisher,
1998).
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Media Impact on Knowledge, Opinion and Public Policy
The mass media is a delivery system for knowledge and understanding of
events and issues. Audience reaction to the media depends o n the beliefs and opinions
they already have on certain topics (Gunter, 2000). Walter Lippmann presumed that
each person cannot make decisions based on direct and certain knowledge, but instead
decisions are based on pictures created by or given to him (Lippmann, 1922).
Most research demonstrates that interpersonal communication is more effective
than the mass media in generating public response. However, other research shows the
influential powers of the mass media on the public when it comes to particular issues.
Some researchers believe that informing the public of a new idea or technique is better
accomplished by the mass media and interpersonal communications is more important
later in the decision process (Davision, Boylan & Yu, 1982).
Robert Ezra Park, a journalist and sociologist at the University of Chicago,
developed a theory of news, public opinion and social control between 1904 and
1941. Park wanted to uncover the relationship between public opinion and social
action. News and public opinion have an effect on social control in two ways. The
public can use the information to validate keeping the social norm or this information
can be the beginning of social change (Figure 3). Parks’ theory holds the view that the
reporting of news and the beginning of the public opinion process can create structural
change while maint aining societal stability (Frazier & Gaziano,1979). This
communications model best addresses news content as described in this study.
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Figure 3. Central Elements of Ezra Park’s Theory.
Social behavior research concerning media effects primarily focuses on
anti-social behavior. The media is often accused of inducing violence at the individual
and the group level. However, some media research examines the pro-social behavior
effects generated by media content (Gunter, 2000).
Despite the popularity of television news, many researchers believe newspaper
is a superior form of news communication because recall of the printed word is better
than radio and t elevision. University student s in London were tested for their recall
abilities after receiving audiovisual, auditory or print treatment. The results confirmed
their belief that immediate recall is better from printed material than either auditory or
audiovisual materials (Furnham, Proctor & Gunter, 1988).
Other research demonstrates that no one medium has a distinct advantage over
another as a news source. In fact, newspaper and television news is considered equal as
a source of knowledge to the public. A two-year study on the effects of news media
surrounding the 1980 national election showed newspapers did not have an advantage
over television as a news source.
According to the researchers, “those who utilize television but not newspapers
for news - a relatively small percentage of the U. S. population, but enough to
create significant correlations - tend to be less educated and in other ways less
likely to be knowledgeable about public affairs. This in turn will render them
less thoughtful, less likely to feel efficacious, or less likely to have strong
reasons for their opinions, or to hold clear-cut political positions. But that is
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not t o say that television news renders viewers cognitively wanting. To the
contrary, when initial knowledge levels are controlled, television news makes
about as strong a contribution to knowledge gain as does the newspaper”
(Chaffee & Schleuder, 1986, p.103-104).
The mass media is a proven source of knowledge to the public. Yet, is the mass
media persuasive? Some researchers feel it has massive effects in terms of political
communication. Whenever the media reports on an issue that has enormous political
support, like the Persian Gulf war, it is impossible to neutralize the message. This
unchallenged information will be very influential to those who regularly receive their
news from the mass media (Mutz, Sniderman & Brody, 1996).
Public opinion can also be influenced in non-political communication through
the media. One example is the media coverage of an article in “Science” by Benbow
and Stanley about the differences in the mathematical reasoning ability among gifted
seventh and eighth graders pertaining to their gender. The results of their study showed
boys were far superior in their mathematical reasoning than girls. Extensive coverage
by the mass media was done shortly after the release of the article. Though the media
questioned certain aspects of the study, no alternative views were provided until much
later. Researchers conducted an evaluation of the impact of the media coverage a few
months after the media finished covering the story. In general, parental attitudes were
affected by the media coverage. As predicted by the researchers, mothers of daughters
and fathers of sons were affected by the media exposure, becoming more stereotyped
in their beliefs based on the findings of Benbow and Stanley (Jacobs & Eccles, 1982).
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Many people within land grant institutions continue to use mass media to
promote programs and research. Many feel it is the best way to reach people fast,
efficiently and economically.
When questioned as to why extension should work with the media, Don Olson of
the University of Minnesota said, “Media work is the lifeblood of extension - it makes
or breaks ext ension. When you look at the counties with impact, they all have a heavy
media impact. If we put a program together and can’t market it through the media, I
question whether we have a product to sell” (Sperbeck, 1997, p.27).
Others, such as Don Black of the University of New Hampshire, believe there
are other benefits. “When budget time comes, legislators who you involved in media
events and made the news will remember. But more than that, when decision makers
understand what you are doing they can make an informed decision, that’s fair”
(Sperbeck, 1997, p.31).
Media Campaigns
Many mass media campaigns are conducted. The primary goal of many of these
campaigns is to make the public more kno wledgeable, change attitudes and eventually
behavior. Most of these campaigns use Public Service Announcements (PSAs) through
newspaper, radio and television.
A multimedia campaign studied the impact of an alcohol awareness campaign
on a college campus. Two themes were the focus of the campaign; “it is not rude to
refuse a drink” and “friends do not let friends drive drunk.”
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The campaign was conducted on a college campus during five two-week
periods. The media used were a number of posters, a large window display,
advertisements in the university newspaper and interviews on a radio call-in show
which was popular with the students. Weekly interviews with students increasingly
showed they recognized both campaign themes (McKillip, 1985).
A local government media campaign designed t o increase recycling behavior in
67 Florida counties used television, newspaper and billboard advertising to reach its
citizens. Each county was rated as having high, medium or low media efforts. One
hypothesis tested was that public media programs are effective in promoting recycling.
The Florida counties with higher media efforts had greater levels of participation in
recycling. Though the effects were small, it was inferred that government media
campaigns influence individual behavior (Martinez & Scicchitano, 1998).
The Stanford Heart Disease Prevention Project (SHDPP) designed a three-year
media campaign in three California communities. One community received only a
media campaign that included radio and television PSAs, weekly newspaper articles,
television documentaries, along with books and pamphlets. Another community
received the same media campaign along with personal instruction of selected high-risk
groups. A third community served as a control group, receiving neither treatment.
The SHDPP set out to reduce the risk of heart disease by targeting four
behaviors associated with heart disease. The media effort used mail, newspaper, radio,
television and other printed materials. The results showed the media campaign
increased the knowledge and created a positive attitude toward physical activity and a
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healthy diet. They also indicated a causal relationship between exposure and
knowledge existed, and a link existed between knowledge about health and attitudes
toward health-producing behaviors (Milburn, 1979).
Land Grant Communications Efforts
Past studies of land grant communications efforts have primarily looked at
agricultural news releases. A study in Arkansas was conducted to evaluate the interest
in and use of a weekly radio program on agricultural research. In January 1992, the 40
radio stations that received the University of Arkansas Agricultural Experiment
Station’s weekly radio program entitled, “What’s New in Agriculture,” were sent a
mail survey. The program served as a resource for science news and information on
various subjects. Examples of topics discussed on the program were crop breeding,
biological control, genetic engineering, precision farming and marketing trends.
Twenty-four (60 percent) of the 40 stations returned t he survey. Most of the
responding stations (17) were located in towns of 20,000 people or less. Only two of
the stations were from cities with a population of 70,000 or more. Most of the
participants identified themselves as general managers or news directors. Ninety
percent of the respondents indicated that they used the program each week, with most
of the respondents (16) rating the programing as good, while some (4) rated it as
excellent (Barclay, 1997).
A study of the print news supplied t o newspapers by the University of Idaho
Agricultural Communications Center showed good use of these materials. In 1983,
each print news release sent by communications averaged 5.7 appearances in
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newspapers around t he state. Non-agricultural news, such as food preparation and
housing topics had wider use than agriculture research stories (Fritz, 1985).
Another study in 1986 by Idaho Agricultural Communications, surveyed
newspaper editors and broadcast news directors to evaluate their “Ag News” releases.
Sixty-seven percent of daily newspapers and 62 percent of weekly newspapers used
two or more releases per month (Table 4). Eighty-eight percent of radio stations used
two or more releases per month with 37 percent using more than one release per week.
Sixty-seven percent of television stations used two or three releases per month.
Table 4
Percentage of “Ag News” Releases Used in Part or Whole by Idaho Media
Daily
Newspaper

Weekly
Newspaper

Radio

Television

More than 1/week

0%

5%

37%

0%

1/week

25%

21%

7%

0%

2-3/month

42%

36%

44%

67%

1/month

25%

18%

7%

33%

Less than 1/month

8%

18%

0%

0%

None

0%

2%

4%

0%

Releases Used

Note: Taken from Fritz, 1987.
Both daily and weekly newspapers printed more stories on meeting
announcements in their areas and practical information for agriculture producers.
Radio stations used more stories on meeting announcements and news on the farm
economy. Television stations used consumer news the most and stories on the farm
economy (Fritz, 1987).
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Texas A&M University’s Department of Agricultural Communications was t he
focus of another study on Video News Releases (VNRs). Five to ten VNRs were
produced every month and sent to 26 television outlets - commercial television stations
in the Southwest, agricultural programs and television news feeds. A survey was
mailed to all 26 outlets with a 92.3 percent return rate. Sixteen (66 percent) st ated the
program on which Texas A&M VNRs aired was predominantly news-oriented, with
the remaining eight (34 percent) stating the program was predominantly agriculturerelated. VNRs were aired mainly on weekdays (75 percent of the time) and in the
morning (29.1 percent of the time), although several stations did air VNRs at other,
more highly watched times of day, primarily at noon (20.8 percent) and at 5:00 p.m.
(25 percent).
From a list of 16 story topic categories, television outlet decision-makers
ranked from one to ten, with “1” being “most likely” and “10" being “least likely,”
which story topics their outlet would be most likely to air (Tables 5 and 6). Nutrition
and/or personal health emerged as the most likely topic category with production
agriculture close behind. The two least likely topic areas to be aired were forestry and
marine issues. Market size was based on the number of television households which is
classified by the Area of Dominant Influence (ADI). An ADI of 150,000 or fewer
television households was defined as a “small market.” An ADI of 150,000 to 350,000
television households was defined as a “medium market.” An ADI greater than
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350,000 television households was defined as a “large market.” News feeds, regional
or national satellite-fed agricultural programs were labeled as “special markets” (Telg,
1992).
Table 5
Likelihood of Television News Outlet, Decision-makers Airing Particular Story
Topics by Market Size
Market Size
Story Topic

Overall

Small

Medium

Large

Special

Nutrition and/or Personal
Health

3.00

2.83

2.38

2.00

5.50

Agriculture

3.02

3.83

2.63

3.17

2.83

Veterinary Medicine

3.79

2.80

4.63

7.00

5.00

Rural Sociology

4.37

5.25

4.13

4.00

4.83

Personal
Finances/Investments

4.50

4.20

5.32

4.00

5.25

Home Gardening

4.70

5.40

4.38

5.50

4.66

Wildlife and/or Fisheries

4.87

5.40

5.19

2.66

5.20

Consumer Sciences

4.91

5.20

4.69

3.13

4.40

4-H and/or Youth

4.93

4.50

5.06

7.00

4.17

Entomology

4.95

3.20

4.75

6.00

5.00

Community Development

5.00

5.00

3.63

5.00

6.00

Family Development

5.00

5.00

3.63

4.33

9.25

Housing

5.60

5.40

5.88

5.33

9.00

International Topics

6.21

5.60

7.75

8.50

4.20

Forestry

6.22

5.00

5.71

6.50

6.00

Marine Issues
7.00
8.40
7.00
7.00
7.50
Note. With “1" being “most likely” and “10" being “least likely” to air a story topic.
Taken from Telg, 1992.
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Table 6
Likelihood of Television News Outlet Decision-makers Airing Particular Story
Topics by Primary Program Content Type
Primary Program Content Type
Story Topic

Agriculture

News

Agriculture

2.43

4.86

Community Development

3.14

4.33

Forestry

3.16

7.00

4-H and/or Youth

3.36

6.00

International Topics

3.71

7.66

Home Gardening

3.75

5.46

Wildlife and/or Fisheries

4.00

5.47

Rural So ciology

4.00

5.27

Entomology

4.43

5.10

Consumer Sciences

4.44

4.50

Veterinary Medicine

4.75

4.00

Personal Finances/Investments

5.70

3.60

Marine Issues

6.50

7.54

Nutrition and/or Personal Health

6.50

1.76

Housing

7.50

5.14

Family Development
8.00
4.00
Note. With “1" being “most likely” and “10" being “least likely” to air a story topic.
Taken from Telg, 1992.
Using this definition for market size and estimates from Nielsen Media
Research for the 2000-2001 broadcast season, which started on September 16, 2000,
Louisiana has two large markets in New Orleans (636,340 television households) and
Shreveport (371,020 television ho useholds). There are three medium sized markets in
30

Baton Rouge (280,130 television households), Lafayette (206,120 television
households), and Monroe-El Dorado, Arkansas (174,000 television households).
Finally, there are two small markets in Lake Charles (88,630 television households)
and Alexandria (81,540 television households) (Nielsen Media, 2000).
The program content section of Table 6 shows a significant difference in the
perception of agricultural shows and regular news operations. For example, nutrition
and health issues rank very unlikely (6.0) on agriculture shows while ranking very
likely (1.76) in news content shows. The size of the market also seemed to have an
effect on the likelihood a story would be aired.
Summary
Land grant institutions, through the use of the Agricultural Experiment Station
system and the Cooperative Extension Service, are improving the lives of citizens with
research-based information. As one of Louisiana’s two land grant institutions, the LSU
AgCenter has a comprehensive agricultural research program through the LAES and a
statewide off-campus education system through the LCES.
Changes in funding have led to changes in the land grant system. Institutions
like the LSU AgCenter are restructuring to meet the needs of Louisiana’s citizens.
Public awareness will play a large role in the LSU AgCenter’s success. LSU
AgCenter Communications supplies information to television stat ions, radio stations
and newspapers to help educate and inform the public. Research has shown that the
mass media reaches a vast audience, and can be influential. Media campaigns designed
to change people’s attitudes and behaviors have been effective.
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The argument can be made that news releases - whether for newspaper, radio,
or television - will be used by all the media if they are newsworthy. The question for
the AgCenter Communications is how effective are the current marketing effo rts in
promoting extension programs and research of the LSU AgCenter.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Population
The target population consisted o f the leaders of wo rking news outlets in the
state of Louisiana that receive LSU AgCenter news services. A census survey of the
newspaper editors, television news directors, and either radio news directors or general
managers, who manage newsrooms that receive the LSU AgCenter news service was
conducted due to the small size of each population. Radio general managers were
chosen o nly when the respective radio station using LSU AgCenter Communications
services did not have a news director. The population for each medium was arrived at
utilizing LSU AgCenter Communications mailing lists. The population of each medium
was as follows:
•

122 daily and weekly newspaper editors

•

56 radio news directors and/or general managers

•

10 television news directors
Instrumentation

Three researcher designed questionnaires were developed, one for each
medium (newspaper, radio, television). The surveys contained open-ended questions
and Likert-type scale items. Questions were designed to attain answers to the research
questions addresses in the study. The questions in the instruments were designed to
measure each research question as follows:
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•

Questions one through four of the newspaper survey were designed to
determine the effectiveness of the newspaper communications effort
described in research question one.

•

Questions one through five of the radio survey were designed to
determine the effectiveness of the radio communications effort
described in research question two.

•

Questions one through three of the television survey were designed to
determine the effectiveness of the television communications effort
described in research question three.

•

Question five of the newspaper survey, question six of the radio survey
and question four of the television survey were designed to determine
the awareness of LSU AgCenter program and research topics described
in research question four. They also determined the importance of these
topics to each medium as described in research question five. Finally,
the responses to these questions were used to determine if differences
existed between each medium in terms of rank order of importance of
the topics described in research quest ion seven.

•

Questio n six of the newspaper survey, question seven of the radio
survey and question five of the television survey were designed to allow
newspaper editors, television news directors, and radio news directors
or general managers an opportunity to suggest alternative marketing
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strategies for LSU AgCenter communications as described in research
question six.
Data Collection
The Total Design Method (TDM) was used for data collection. A cover letter
was attached to the questionnaire and mailed out to all the newspaper editors, and
radio and television news directors on the respective mailing lists. A postcard followup was sent to everyone in the lists one week after the original mailout. A second
questionnaire and cover letter was sent to non-respondents two weeks after the
original mailout (Dillman, 1991). A phone follow-up of a sample of non respondents
was conducted two weeks after the second mailing.
The phone follow-up responses on the "Importance" and "Awareness" of LSU
AgCenter topics scales were compared to the responses from the first two mailings to
determine if any differences existed between the non respondents and the respondents.
This process is based on the non respondent follow-up actions recommended by Miller
and Smith (Miller & Smith, 1983). The results of these analysis may be found at the
first of each of the major sections in Chapter 4 (newspaper, radio, television).
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to determine the effectiveness of the LSU
AgCenter communications effort. The effectiveness of each medium - newspaper, radio
and television - was determined through usage of the LSU AgCenter communications
materials.
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Research question 1: Effectiveness of the LSU AgCenter’s newspaper
communications effort as perceived by newspaper editors.
Count data reported the number and percentage of “time sensitive” stories used
by daily and weekly newspapers. Count data were also be used to determine the usage
of the “News You Can Use” stories that are delivered on a monthly basis. Finally,
count data was used to determine the effectiveness, in terms of usage, of
communication’s “Get It Growing” horticulture program which is delivered on a
weekly basis.
Research question 2: Effectiveness of the LSU AgCenter’s radio
communications effort as perceived by radio news directors or general managers.
Count data was used to report the number and percentage of radio news
releases used by the radio stations and two statewide syndicated networks on the LSU
AgCenter Communications mailing list. Count data was also used to determine the
effectiveness of the radio version of “Get It Growing,” a Monday through Friday
update sent t o radio stations mont hly.
Research question 3: Effectiveness of the LSU AgCenter’s television
communications effort as perceived by television news directors.
Count data was used to report by number and percentage the usage of the LSU
AgCenter news releases by the ten television stations who are on the communications
list. Count data was also used to determine the usage of the weekly “Get It Growing”
horticulture program.
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Research question 4: Awareness of LSU AgCenter program and research
topics.
Awareness of each topic, for each medium, was determined using count data by
reporting the number and percentage selected by news directors, general managers and
editors.
Research question 5: Importance of LSU AgCenter program and research
topics.
Importance to each medium of the topics covered by the LSU AgCenter was
determined using means and standard deviations for each topic. A scale for interpreting
the means was developed. Any mean ranging from 1.0 to 1.5 signifies no importance.
A 1.51 to 2.50 indicated slight importance. A 2.51 to 3.50 scale signified moderate
importance. A mean that ranged from 3.51 to 4.50 stood for substantial importance
and a mean of 4.51 to 5.00 signified extreme importance.
Research question 6: Suggested alternative marketing strategies for LSU
AgCenter communications.
Responses to the open-ended question on each survey were categorized to see
what marketing strategies were most likely to better serve each medium.
Research question 7: Comparison of topic importance by each medium.
The importance mean for each topic will be used to compare the importance of
LSU AgCenter program and research topics by medium.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Responses were received from three media populations: newspaper, radio, and
television. The data in this chapter are presented by media population.
Newspaper
A researcher designed newspaper survey mailed to newspaper editors on
January 4, 2002 followed by a follow-up post card on January 11, 2002 to 126
newspaper editors in Louisiana resulted in 45 returned surveys. The survey was mailed
again to all the non respondents on January 18, 2002 with 18 newspaper editors
responding to the second mailing, bringing the total number of respondents to 63.
During the collection of the newspaper surveys, a total of four frame errors was
discovered. This discovery changed the newspaper population from a total of 126 to
122, bringing the response rate to a total of 51 percent (63 out of 122). A random
sample of 20 newspapers selected from the remaining 59 non respondents were
contacted by telephone. Seventeen were reached by phone, with 15 receiving the
survey by fax, one by e-mail, and one stating he would return one of the mailed
surveys. Followup contact was made by phone to those 17 newspaper editors with 11
responding by faxing or mailing the surveys. A second random sample of 10 newspaper
editors from the remaining 39 non respondents were telephoned. Eight were reached
by phone and faxed surveys. Followup contact was made by phone to those eight with
five responding by faxing the surveys, bringing the total response from non
respondents to 16, and bringing the total response rate to 79 or 64.8 percent.
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Inferential t-tests were used to compare the grand means of the "Importance"
and the "Awareness" of LSU AgCenter Topics scales by response wave (mail vs.
telephone follow-up) to determine if they came from the same population. Since
Levine's test for equality of variances showed that the variances of the mail vs. phone
follow-up respondents were not significantly different, the t-test formula that assumed
equal variances was used for these analyses. The data in Tables 7 and 8 show that no
significant differences existed between the grand mean of the mail and telephone
Table 7
Comparison of the Grand Mean of the Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics by
Response Mode for Newspaper
Response Mode

N

M

SD

t

Mail

60

3.44

.61

1.77

15

3.12

.69

Telephone
Note. N=79.
Table 8

Comparison of the Grand Mean of the Awareness Score of LSU AgCenter Topics
by Response Mode for Newspaper
Response Mode

N

M

SD

t

Mail

48

12.00

2.39

-.79

10

12.60

.52

Telephone
Note. N=79.

follow-up respondents for the "Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics" scale (t=1.77,
p>.05) scale, and the summated mean for the "Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics"
scale (t=.79, p>.05). Since no significant differences existed between the mail and
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telephone respondents for these two scales, it was decided that the telephone
follow-up responses came from the same population as the mail responses, and that the
combined responses were representative of the population of newspaper respondents.
The telephone response data were combined with the mail response data for further
analyses.
Usage of LSU AgCenter Newspaper Services
The "News You Can Use" service is consumer-related news sent to
newspapers once every month. The “News You Can Use” service provided by LSU
AgCenter Communications was used by most of the newspapers in the state as
indicated in Table 9. Almost 95 percent of all newspapers use the "News You Can
Table 9
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter “News
You Can Use” Service
User

Non User

Newspaper Type

n

%

n

%

Daily

19

95.0

1

5.0

Weekly

56

94.9

3

5.1

75

94.9

4

5.1

All
Note. N=79.

Use" service. Most of the daily and weekly newspapers (Table 10) used one to five or
six to ten “News You Can Use” articles in their publication every month. More than 10
percent of the users of the service had other comments (Table 11).
Other stories sent out by LSU AgCenter Communications, such as events and
discoveries, are delivered to every newspaper publication when necessary. These
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stories are considered more "Time Sensitive." The data for the “Time Sensitive” news
service reveal that more than 86 percent of the newspapers in Louisiana were using
Table 10
Use of LSU AgCenter “News You Can Use” Service by Those Newspaper
Editors Who Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Printed Newspaper Articles Used per Month
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

Other

Newspaper
Type

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Daily

9

47.4

5

26.3

2

10.5

1

5.3

2

10.5

37

66.1

9

16.1

3

5.4

1

1.8

6

10.7

Weekly

All
46 61.3
14 18.7
5
6.7
2
2.7
8
10.7
Note. N=75. Since a large number of respondents gave "other" responses, a listing of
those remarks can be found in Table 11.
Table 11
Other Remarks by “News You Can Use” Newspaper Users
Only ones pertaining to local area (1)

As many as space permits (1)

Depends (2)

Usually all of the “News You Can Use”
ones (1)

Varies (2)
All that are available (1)
Note. Number in parenthesis represents number of remarks
this service (Table 12). There was similar use between daily newspapers and weekly
publications. Most of the newspapers using the service incorporate between one and
five articles a month in their publication as indicated in Table 13. There was a large
number of other responses, 27.9 percent, among all newspapers (Table 14).
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Table 12
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter “Time Sensitive”
News Service
User

Non User

Non Response

Newspaper Type

n

%

n

%

n

%

Daily

17

85.0

2

10.0

1

5.0

Weekly

51

86.4

5

8.5

3

5.1

68

86.1

7

8.9

4

5.1

All
Note. N=79.
Table 13

Use of LSU AgCenter “Time Sensitive” News Service by Those Newspaper Editors
Who Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Newspaper Articles Used per Month
1-5

6-10

11-15

Other

Newspaper Type

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Daily

11

64.7

1

5.9

0

0.0

5

29.4

Weekly

35

68.6

1

2.0

1

2.0

14

27.5

46

67.6

2

2.9

1

1.5

19

27.9

All
Note. N=68.

Every month, LSU AgCenter Communications sends a series of weekly
horticulture articles called "Get It Growing" to newspapers. These articles were used
by more than 70 percent of all newspapers (Table 15). Eighty percent of daily
newspapers used some or all of the articles. More than 70 percent of all newspapers
used at least two of the articles every month (Table 16). Almost one-third of daily
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Table14
Other Remarks by “Time Sensitive” Newspaper Users
As apply (1)

Several (2)

When they occur (1)

As many as space permits (1)

Depends (5)

Used as needed (1)

Varies (4)

Don’t know (2)

If appropriate (1)
Most of them (1)
Note. Number in parenthesis represents number of remarks.
Table 15
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter “Get It
Growing” Service
User

Non User

Non Response

Newspaper Type

n

%

n

%

n

%

Daily

16

80.0

4

20.0

0

0.0

Weekly

40

67.8

18

30.5

1

1.7

56

70.9

22

27.8

1

1.3

All
Note. N=79.

newspapers, 31.3 percent, used all of the “Get It Growing” articles while only 7.5
percent of weekly newspapers used all of the articles.
Less than 28 percent of all newspapers are currently using photographs in their
publications from the LSU AgCenter Web site (Table 17). Weekly newspapers had a
higher percentage of users (28.8 percent) compared to daily newspapers (25 percent).
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Table 16
Use of LSU AgCenter “Get It Growing” News Service by Those Newspaper
Editors Who Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Newspaper Articles Used per Month
1

2

3

All

Other

Newspaper Type

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

Daily

4/25.0

5/31.3

2/12.5

5/31.3

0/0.0

11/27.5

19/47.5

6/15.0

3/7.5

1/2.5

15/26.8

24/42.9

8/14.3

8/14.3

1/1.7

Weekly
All
Note. N=56.
Table 17

Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of Photographs from the LSU
AgCenter Web Site
User

Non User

Non Response

Newspaper Type

n

%

n

%

n

%

Daily

5

25.0

15

75.0

0

0.0

Weekly

17

28.8

40

67.8

2

3.4

22

27.8

55

69.6

2

2.5

All
Note. N=79.

Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Newspapers
Each respondent was asked if they were aware the LSU AgCenter provided
information on certain listed topics. Overall, the respondents throughout the state were
very aware of LSU AgCenter topics. Agriculture had the highest level of awareness at
81 percent (Table 18), while personal finance was the least known with only 65.8
percent indicating they were aware the LSU AgCenter had expertise in this area.
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Respondents from daily newspapers showed greater awareness of LSU
AgCenter topics than those from weekly newspapers. Agriculture, aquaculture, family,
health and nutrition, horticulture, pests and 4-H topics all received 85 percent or higher
in awareness among daily newspapers. Agriculture and environment rated highest in
awareness among weekly newspapers with 79.7 percent each. One topic in which
weekly newspapers showed more awareness than daily newspapers was in personal
finance. Almost 70 percent of weekly newspapers were aware of this topic while only
55 percent of daily newspapers showed awareness. Non response percentages were
much higher than unaware percentages in every topic.
Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics to Newspapers
Among all newspapers 4-H garnered the highest importance rating with a mean
of 3.87 (Table 19) followed closely by agriculture and emergency preparedness with
mean ratings of 3.65 and 3.51, respectively, which indicated that these topics were of
substantial importance to all newspapers. The only topic to receive a mean score below
3.0 was personal finance, with a mean score of 2.82, or moderately important. Weekly
newspapers also rated 4-H as the most important topic with a mean of 4.00, followed
by agriculture at 3.65, family at 3.55, and environment with a mean score of 3.51, or in
the substantial importance range. Personal finance (2.76) and aquaculture (2.98)
received the lowest mean scores for weekly newspapers, with both being in the
moderately important range. Among daily newspapers emergency preparedness scored
the highest with a mean of 3.75 followed closely by environment and agriculture, all
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substantially important. Once again, personal finance rated the lowest in terms of
importance with a mean of 3.00.
Table 19
Level of Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among All Newspaper Respondents
Daily
Topic

Weekly

All

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Agriculture

3.65

1.14

3.65

1.10

3.65

1.10

Aquaculture

3.30

1.08

2.98

1.28

3.07

1.23

Economic
Development

3.75

.85

3.38

1.02

3.48

.99

Emergency
Preparedness

3.53

1.12

3.51

1.15

3.51

1.14

Environment

3.70

1.03

3.29

1.08

3.40

1.08

Family

3.35

1.23

3.55

1.10

3.49

1.13

Health and
Nutrition

3.50

1.28

3.35

1.02

3.39

1.09

Horticulture

3.50

1.15

3.38

1.03

3.41

1.05

Housing

3.15

.99

3.05

1.10

3.07

1.06

Personal
Finance

3.00

1.05

2.76

1.05

2.82

1.05

Pests

3.25

1.16

3.20

.92

3.22

.98

Wildlife and
Fisheries

3.40

.88

3.58

.95

3.53

.93

4-H
3.50
1.24
4.00
1.00
3.87
1.08
Note: Scale of Importance: 1=No Importance; 2=Slight Importance; 3=Moderate
Importance; 4=Substantial Importance; 5=Extreme Importance.
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Suggested Strategies
When asked how LSU AgCenter Communications can improve their service to
their publications, 19 of the 39 respondents stated that they are pleased with the
service. The need for more local stories was the largest request for service with only
four respondents (Table 20).
Table 20
Remarks of All Respondents on How LSU AgCenter Communications can Better
Serve Newspapers
“Time Sensitive” is too late (1)

More localized stories (4)

Doing good or great job (19)

Appreciate your service.
Very important. (1)

E-mail system improved service (2)

Service is fine (2)

Keep up the crop production news (1)

Pleased to receive these articles (1)

A notice on how to access photos
would be helpful (1)

Doing better job getting articles to us in a
timely fashion (1)

Only publish stories from local area (1)

More likely to use if they didn’t have to be
typed (1)

Continue to e-mail articles of local
interest (1)

Keep articles short, simple and
seasonal (1)

I need family oriented articles (1)

Like to receive information but localize to
suit readers (1)
Note. Number in parenthesis represents number of remarks.
Radio
A researcher-designed radio survey mailed on January 4, 2002 followed by a
follow-up post card on January 11, 2002 to 58 radio organizations in Louisiana
resulted in 24 returned surveys. The survey was sent again to all non respondents on
January 18, 2002 with five radio stations responding to the second mailing. During the
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collection of the radio surveys a total of two frame errors were discovered. This
dropped the population of the radio group from 58 to 56. There were 29 respondents
to the two mailings which represented more than 51 percent of the radio population.
An attempt was made to phone all of the 27 non respondents. Contact was made with
21 of the non respondents and they were faxed surveys. Followup contact was made
by phone with all 21 of those faxed surveys with 11 responding by faxing back the
surveys.
Inferential t-tests were used to compare the grand means of the "Importance"
and the "Awareness" of LSU AgCenter Topics scales by response wave (mail vs.
telephone follow-up) to determine if they came from the same population. Since
Levine's test for equality of variances showed that the variances of the mail vs. phone
follow-up respondents were not significantly different, the t-test formula that assumed
equal variances was used for these analyses. The data in Table 21 show that no
significant differences existed between the grand mean of the mail and telephone
follow-up respondents for the "Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics" scale
(t=.41, p>.05) scale. However, the analysis of the summated mean for the "Awareness
of LSU AgCenter Topics" scale in Table 22 (t=2.79, p>.05) showed a significant
difference existed between the mail and telephone respondents for this scale. It was
decided that the telephone follow-up responses did not come from the same population
as the mail responses, and that the combined responses were not representative of the
population of radio respondents. Therefore, the results from this study apply only to
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those radio operations (40) that responded to the survey by either mail or fax, not to
the entire population.
The respondents were separated into three different sub-groups for further
analysis. The news group represented those radio stations that signed up for the LSU
AgCenter's radio services primarily for its news service. The "Get It Growing" group
represented those radio stations that were primarily interested in the new horticulture
segments called "Get It Growing." The final group represented the two statewide
syndicated networks, which syndicate their news programming to radio stations
throughout Louisiana.
Table 21
Comparison of the Grand Mean of the Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics by
Response Mode for Radio
Response Mode
Mail
Telephone
Note. N=40.

N

M

SD

t

26

3.37

.80

.41

10

3.22

1.21

Table 22
Comparison of the Grand Mean of the Awareness Score of LSU AgCenter Topics
by Response Mode for Respondents from Radio Stations
Response Mode
Mail
Telephone
Note. N=40.

N

M

SD

t

22

11.09

2.78

2.69

8

7.75

.3.62
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Usage of LSU AgCenter Radio Services
LSU AgCenter Communications provided 10 news stories to the news group
and the statewide network group twice a month. The "Get It Growing" group received
10 stories once every month. The general radio news service provided to these radio
stations was used by 75 percent of the entire population (Table 23). It is interesting to
note that the "Get It Growing" group percentage is similar to the percentage for the
general news group, with those services reported as used by 71.4 percent and 74.2
percent, respectively. Over half of the users of the service, 60 percent, broadcasted
between one and five news stories every month (Table 24). Only the news group and
one of the two statewide syndicated networks used more of the news stories. One
response in the other use category was “several,” the other was "usually one per day."
Two of the users did not respond when asked how many stories they used.
Table 23
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter Radio News
Service
User

Non User

Non Response

Radio Group

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

23

74.2

7

22.6

1

3.2

Get It Growing

5

71.4

2

28.6

0

0.0

Statewide Network

2

100.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

All
30
75.0
9
22.5
1
2.5
Note. N=40. Both the News and Statewide Network groups received 20 news stories
per month, while the "Get It Growing" group received 10 news stories per month.
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Table 24
Use of LSU AgCenter Radio News Service by Those Radio News Directors and
General Managers Who Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Radio News Stories Used per Month
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

Other

Radio Group

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

14

58.3

4

16.7

1

4.2

2

8.3

3

12.5

Get It Growing

3

75.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

25.0

Statewide Network

1

50.0

0

0.0

1

50.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

18

60.0

4

13.3

2

6.7

2

6.7

4

13.3

All
Note. N=30.

Each radio news director or general manager was asked to list the time of the
day when they were more likely to broadcast LSU AgCenter news segments. Mornings
were the most popular time slot LSU AgCenter news stories were broadcast (Table
25). Several of the respondents chose more than one time when they would be more
likely to broadcast the news stories.
A 60-second horticulture segment called "Get It Growing" is sent to radio
operations monthly. These segments are made for every weekday of the month. Use of
the "Get It Growing" horticulture segments was not as high as the use of the news
service (Table 26). Fifty percent of the entire group used the segments with the "Get It
Growing" group showing the highest percentage of use with 71.4 percent. None of the
statewide syndicated networks used the segments, while 48.4 percent of the news
group were using them. Thirty-five percent of the users incorporated all of the daily
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Table 25
Most Likely Time for Radio Stations to Broadcast LSU AgCenter News Stories
Time of Day
Morning

Midday

Radio Group

n

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

22

61.1 7

7

19.5

4

11.1

3

8.3

Get It Growing

4

66.7

0

0.0

1

16.7

1

16.7

Statewide Network

2

66.7

1

33.3

0

0.0

0

0.0

%

Afternoon

Evening

All
28
62.2
8
17.8
5
11.1
4
8.9
Note. Totals are more than N because respondents could check all that applied. N=45.
Table 26
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter
“Get It Growing” Radio Service
User

Non User

Non Response

Radio Group

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

15

48.4

16

51.6

0

0.0

Get It Growing

5

71.4

2

28.6

0

0.0

Statewide Network

0

0.0

2

100.0

0

0.0

20

50.0

20

50.0

0

0.0

All
Note: N=40.

segments in their programming (Table 27). This same percentage of users broadcast
between one and five daily segments per month in their programming. The only
responses in the other category were “several” and “most of them.”
Much like the news users, those users of "Get It Growing" were more likely to
broadcast the segments in the morning (Table 28). Like the news users, some of the
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respondents chose more than one time slot with the midday being the second most
popular time frame.
Table 27
Use of LSU AgCenter “Get It Growing” Radio Service by Those Radio News
Directors and General Managers Who Indicated They Use the Service
Number of "Get It Growing" Radio Segments Used per
Month
1-5

6-10

All

Other

Radio Group

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

6

40.0

1

6.7

5

33.3

3

20.0

Get It Growing

1

33.3

0

0.0

2

66.7

2

0.0

Statewide Network

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

7

35.0

1

5.0

7

35.0

5

25.0

All
Note. N=20.
Table 28

Most Likely Time for Radio Stations to Broadcast LSU AgCenter “Get It Growing”
Horticulture Segments
Time of Day
Morning

Midday

Afternoon

Evening

Radio Group

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

News

12

57.1

6

28.6

1

4.8

2

9.5

Get It Growing

3

42.8

1

14.3

2

28.6

1

14.3

Statewide Network

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

All
15
53.6
7
25.0
3
10.7
3
10.7
Note. Totals are more than N because respondents could check all that applied. N=28.
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Preferred Length and Audio Format of LSU AgCenter Radio Services
Radio operations were asked their preferred length of both the LSU AgCenter
news stories and the "Get It Growing" horticulture segments. The length of each of
these was 60 seconds and half of the total radio population preferred this length (Table
29). The next highest rated length was 30 seconds with a 20 percent response. Radio
operations were also asked what audio format they preferred. The preferred audio
format was the use of Audio CD (Table 30). More than 77 percent of all radio
respondents preferred this format with non respondents receiving a higher percentage
than any other format.
Table 29
Preferred Length of LSU AgCenter Radio News and "Get It Growing" Segments
:30

:60

:90

2:00

Other

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

News

7/21.9

16/50.0

1/3.1

2/6.3

2/6.3

Get It Growing

1/16.7

2/33.3

1/16.7

0/0

0/0

Statewide Network

0/0.0

2/100.0

0/0.0

0/0.0

0/0.0

8/20.0

20/50.0

2/5.0

2/5.0

2/5.0

Radio Group

All
Note. N=34.

Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Radio Respondents
Each radio operation was asked if they were aware the LSU AgCenter was
involved with certain listed topics (Table 31). Both statewide syndicated networks
were aware of all LSU AgCenter topics. Agriculture, aquaculture, environment and
horticulture received more than 80 percent awareness from the news group. Only

55

Table 30
Preferred Audio Format of LSU AgCenter Radio News and "Get It Growing"
Segments
Audio CD

Data CD
w/MP3
files

Data CD
w/WAV
files

Non
Response

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

News

25/80.7

1/3.2

1/3.2

4/12.9

Get It Growing

4/57.1

1/14.3

0/0.0

2/28.6

Statewide Network

2/100.0

0/0.0

0/0.0

0/0.0

31/77.5

2/5.0

1/2.5

6/15.0

Radio Group

All
Note. N=40.

agriculture and horticulture received more than 70 percent awareness as an LSU
AgCenter topic from the "Get It Growing" group. Only agriculture and horticulture
received more than 80 percent awareness among the entire population (Table 32).
Personal finance received the lowest awareness rating as an LSU AgCenter topic
among the entire radio population with 42.5 percent.
Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Radio Respondents
Radio operations were asked to rank the importance of LSU AgCenter topics
using a five-point Likert scale. The numbers for the news group were very close to the
entire population (as shown in Table 34) with emergency preparedness receiving a
mean score of 4.07, or substantial importance (Table 33). Agriculture and aquaculture
were next with 3.63 and 3.56 respectively. Personal finance and horticulture received
the lowest mean score with a 2.89 and a 2.86 respectively, or moderately important.
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Table 32
Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Respondents for All Radio
Respondents
All Radio Respondents
Aware

Unaware

Non Response

Topic

n

%

n

%

n

%

Agriculture

33

82.5

1

2.5

6

15.0

Aquaculture

31

77.5

1

2.5

8

20.0

Economic Development

23

57.5

10

25.0

7

17.5

Emergency Preparedness

24

60.0

9

22.5

7

17.5

Environment

30

75.0

4

10.0

6

15.0

Family

21

52.5

12

30.0

7

17.5

Health and Nutrition

27

67.5

5

12.5

8

20.0

Horticulture

32

80.0

1

2.5

7

17.5

Housing

21

52.5

11

27.5

8

20.0

Personal Finance

17

42.5

16

40.0

7

17.5

Pests

31

77.5

3

7.5

6

15.0

Wildlife and Fisheries

26

65.0

7

17.5

7

17.5

25

62.5

9

22.5

6

15.0

4-H
Note. N=40.

Personal finance also received the lowest mean among the "Get It Growing" group.
Pests, horticulture, housing and 4-H topics rated highest among the "Get It Growing"
group with pests recording a mean of 4.00 while the others received a mean of 3.80, or
substantially important. Agriculture and aquaculture received a mean of 5.00 each
among the statewide syndicated networks, or extreme importance. Family,
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horticulture, housing and pests received the lowest mean rating among statewide
syndicated networks with a 1.50.
Table 33
Level of Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among All Radio Groups
News
Topic

Get It Growing

Statewide Network

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Agriculture

3.63

1.31

3.00

1.10

5.00

.00

Aquaculture

3.56

1.31

3.20

1.30

5.00

.00

Economic
Development

3.48

1.42

3.20

1.42

3.50

.71

Emergency
Preparedness

4.07

1.27

3.40

1.67

2.00

1.41

Environment

3.46

1.48

3.67

1.51

5.00

.00

Family

3.23

1.34

3.60

.89

1.50

.71

Health and
Nutrition

3.15

1.17

3.60

.89

2.00

1.41

Horticulture

2.86

1.08

3.80

1.10

1.50

.71

Housing

3.33

1.18

3.80

.45

1.50

.71

Personal
Finance

2.89

1.09

2.60

.55

1.50

.71

Pests

3.26

1.29

4.00

.89

2.50

2.12

Wildlife and
Fisheries

3.37

1.15

3.80

.84

3.00

.00

4-H
3.07
1.21
3.00
.63
3.50
.71
Note: Scale of Importance: 1=No Importance; 2=Slight Importance; 3=Moderate
Importance; 4=Substantial Importance; 5=Extreme Importance.
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Importance of LSU AgCenter topics to all radio respondents showed
emergency preparedness as the most important topic with a mean of 3.86, or
substantial importance (Table 34). Agriculture and aquaculture were next highest with
means of 3.60 and 3.59 respectively. The scale used for the radio population was
identical to the one used for newspapers. Using a scale from one to five, three meant
the topic had moderate importance while four meant the topic had substantial
Table 34
Level of Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among All Radio Stations
Topic

M

SD

Agriculture

3.60

1.29

Aquaculture

3.59

1.31

Economic Development

3.44

1.37

Emergency Preparedness

3.86

1.40

Environment

3.58

1.46

Family

3.18

1.31

Health and Nutrition

3.15

1.16

Horticulture

2.91

1.15

Housing

3.29

1.17

Personal Finance

2.76

1.05

Pests

3.34

1.28

Wildlife and Fisheries

3.41

1.08

4-H
3.08
1.11
Note: Scale of Importance: 1=No Importance; 2=Slight Importance; 3=Moderate
Importance; 4=Substantial Importance; 5=Extreme Importance.

60

importance to the radio station or syndicated network. Two topics, personal finance
and horticulture, received a rating below 3.0 with means of 2.76 and 2.91 respectively.
Suggested Strategies
When asked how LSU AgCenter Communications could better serve radio
operations currently receiving the service, only 17 responded. Seven of those 17 stated
they were currently pleased with the service (Table 35).
Table 35
Remarks of All Respondents on How LSU AgCenter Communications can Better
Serve Radio Operations
Keep sending them (1)

Doing good or great job (4)

Love “Get It Growing” (2)

All O.K. (1)

Could use more stories on cane, rice and
crawfish (1)

Notification of speakers/activities
in area (1)

Perhaps provide city/parish specific
news (1)

More agriculture specific stories (1)

Interested in setting up guest
interviews (1)

Send more pertinent information
regarding North Louisiana (1)

Call us when you have topics pertaining
We don't use this programming, it
to current events (1)
doesn't fit our FM format (1)
Note. Number in parenthesis represents number of remarks.
Television
A researcher-designed television survey mailed on January 4, 2002, followed by
a follow-up post card on January 11, 2002 to 11 television stations in Louisiana
resulted in five returned surveys. The survey was sent again to all non respondents on
January 18, 2002 with three television stations responding to the second mailing.
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During the collection of the television surveys a total of one frame error was
discovered. This dropped the population of television stations from 11 to 10. After the
two mailings, telephone contact was made with the two remaining non respondents
and surveys were faxed to each. One of the non respondents returned the survey
bringing the response rate to 90 percent. The other did not respond after a telephone
followup. Because of this high return rate, sample tests of the respondents and non
respondents was not necessary. Therefore, the data represents the entire television
population receiving LSU AgCenter Communications television news services.
Usage of LSU AgCenter Television Services
LSU AgCenter Communications delivers one news story every week to
television stations across Louisiana. All of the television population were users of the
television news stories sent every week by satellite or mail (Table 36). More than 44
percent of the population used all of the news stories supplied by LSU AgCenter
Communications (Table 37). The remaining television stations used between one and
three stories per month.
Table 36
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter Television News
Service
User
Television Stations
All
Note. N=9.

Non User

Non Response

n

%

n

%

n

%

9

100.0

0

0.0

0

0.0
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The most likely broadcast time of LSU AgCenter television news stories was
spread out among six different time periods (Table 38). Twenty percent of LSU
AgCenter stories were broadcast during four of the six news programs broadcast
times. Similar to the radio respondents, some of the news users listed more than one
news program.
Table 37
Use of LSU AgCenter Television News Service by Those Television Stations That
Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Stories Broadcast per Month
1
Television Stations
All
Note. N=9.

2

3

All

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

2

22.2

1

11.1

2

22.2

4

44.4

Table 38
Most Likely Time for Television Stations to Broadcast LSU AgCenter News Stories
Time of Day

TV Stations

Morning

Noon

Five

Six

Ten

Wkend

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

All
2/13.3
1/6.7
3/20.0
3/20.0
3/20.0
3/20.0
Note. N=15; totals more than N because respondents could check more than one
response. Wkend=Weekend.
More than 66 percent of the television population used the "Get It Growing"
horticulture segments sent to television stations every week (Table 39). More than 66
percent of the users of the "Get It Growing" horticulture segments broadcast all of
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them (Table 40). Other users broadcast either one or two segments per month. Three
broadcast times were most popular among the users of the "Get It Growing" segments
(Table 41). Like the television news users, more than one news program was selected
by the "Get It Growing" users.
Table 39
Number and Percentage of Users and Non Users of LSU AgCenter “Get It
Growing" Television Service
User
Television Stations
All
Note. N=9.

Non User

Non Response

n

%

n

%

n

%

6

66.7

3

33.3

0

0.0

Table 40
Use of LSU AgCenter “Get It Growing” Television Service by Those Television
Stations That Indicated They Use the Service
Number of Stories Broadcast per Month

Television Stations
All
Note. N=6.

1

2

3

All

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

1/16.7

1/16.7

0/0.0

4/66.7

Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Television Stations
Each television station was asked if they were aware the LSU AgCenter was
involved with certain listed topics. Awareness of LSU AgCenter involvement of these
topics fluctuated. Agriculture, aquaculture and horticulture received the highest
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Table 41
Most Likely Time for Television Stations to Broadcast LSU AgCenter “Get It
Growing” Horticulture Segments
Time of Day

TV Stations

Morning

Noon

Five

Six

Ten

Wkend

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

n/%

All
1/12.5
0/0
2/25.0
2/25.0
2/25.0
1/12.5
Note. N=8; totals more than N because respondents could check more than one
response. Wkend=Weekend.
percentage of awareness with 88.9 percent (Table 42). Only 44.4 percent of the
television population was aware of LSU AgCenter involvement in emergency
preparedness, housing, and health and nutrition. Personal finance received the lowest
percentage of awareness with no one in the population being aware and 88.9 percent
being unaware of it as an LSU AgCenter topic.
Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Television Stations
Television Station news directors were asked to rank the importance of LSU
AgCenter topics to their television station using a five-point Likert scale. Emergency
preparedness received the highest mean score in terms of importance of the topic to
television stations with a 4.44, or significant importance (Table 43). A three on the
rating scale signifies moderate importance while a four signifies substantial importance.
Agriculture was next with a 4.00 mean rating followed by housing with a 3.89 mean
score. The lowest mean score among the television population was 3.00 for 4-H, or
moderate importance.
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Table 42
Awareness of LSU AgCenter Topics Among Respondents of All Television Stations
Aware

Unaware

Non Response

Topic

n

%

n

%

n

%

Agriculture

8

88.9

0

0

1

11.1

Aquaculture

8

88.9

0

0

1

11.1

Economic Development

5

55.6

3

33.3

1

11.1

Emergency
Preparedness

4

44.4

4

44.4

1

11.1

Environment

7

77.8

1

11.1

1

11.1

Family

2

22.2

6

66.7

1

11.1

Health and Nutrition

4

44.4

4

44.4

1

11.1

Horticulture

8

88.9

0

0

1

11.1

Housing

4

44.4

4

44.4

1

11.1

Personal Finance

0

0

8

88.9

1

11.1

Pests

7

77.8

1

11.1

1

11.1

Wildlife and Fisheries

5

55.6

3

33.3

1

11.1

5

55.6

3

33.3

1

11.1

4-H
Note. N=9.

Suggested Strategies
When asked how LSU AgCenter Communications could better serve their
television stations five of the nine respondents commented. Three of the respondents
stated they were pleased with the television services being provided. One requested
more stories from North Louisiana while one requested a contact list of people
involved with each LSU AgCenter topic.
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Table 43
Level of Importance of LSU AgCenter Topics Among All Television Stations
Topic

M

SD

Agriculture

4.00

1.00

Aquaculture

3.78

.83

Economic Development

3.56

1.24

Emergency Preparedness

4.44

.88

Environment

3.78

1.09

Family

3.44

1.13

Health and Nutrition

3.78

.97

Horticulture

3.44

1.01

Housing

3.89

.78

Personal Finance

3.11

1.05

Pests

3.78

.97

Wildlife and Fisheries

3.33

1.18

4-H
3.00
1.41
Note: Scale of Importance: 1=No Importance; 2=Slight Importance; 3=Moderate
Importance; 4=Substantial Importance; 5=Extreme Importance.
Comparison of Awareness and Importance Levels of All Media
Newspaper editors were much more aware of LSU AgCenter program and
research topics than both radio news directors and general managers and also
television news directors (Table 44). Newspaper editors had more than 70 percent
awareness of all but one LSU AgCenter topic, personal finance. Radio had less than 70
percent awareness with eight of the 13 LSU AgCenter topics in the survey. Television
also had less than 70 percent awareness of eight topics, and had less than 50 percent
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awareness of five topics. These news directors had only a 22.2 percent awareness of
family, and a zero percent awareness of personal finance. Agriculture and emergency
preparedness were the most consistently high scoring topics with all media (Table 45).
Agriculture was rated second most important by newspaper editors, second among
radio news directors and general managers, and second among television news
directors. Emergency preparedness received the third highest marks among newspaper
editors, and was first on the radio and television lists.
Personal finance received the lowest marks in the newspaper and radio surveys,
and received the second lowest marks in television. 4-H was rated first among
newspaper editors, but was rated 11th out of 13 topics with radio news directors and
general managers. Television news directors rated 4-H last in terms of importance.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY
Three researcher-designed questionnaires were delivered to three mass media
populations. A census survey was conducted with newspapers, radio and television
stations using LSU AgCenter Communications news materials. The target population
was the news content leaders of these media operations. They were newspaper editors,
television news directors and radio news directors or general managers.
The questions in each questionnaire were designed to measure the effectiveness
of the news services provided to each mass medium in terms of usage of each service.
Other parts of each questionnaire were designed to evaluate the level of awareness of
LSU AgCenter topics by each medium. The survey also determined the level of
importance each LSU AgCenter topic had to each medium. Possible strategies for
better service to each medium were requested in each survey.
Each survey was mailed with a cover letter and a business reply envelope. A
followup post card was sent to each population one week following the original
mailout. Another questionnaire accompanied by a cover letter and a business reply
envelope was sent to all the remaining non respondents in each population. A
telephone followup of a random sample of the non respondents was conducted with
the newspaper population. Attempts were made to contact all of the remaining non
respondents of both the radio and television populations.
Due to the high response rate (90 percent) of the television population a
statistical analysis was not required. Statistical tests were conducted to determine if the
mail in respondents and the phone in respondents were similar for the newspaper and
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the radio populations. An analysis of both populations showed varying results. The
analysis determined that both newspaper response groups were similar. Therefore, the
results of the survey pertain to the entire newspaper population. The analysis of both
radio groups showed a significant difference between them. Therefore, the results of
the radio survey only refer to the radio respondents.
Summary of Results
The first research question was to determine the effectiveness of LSU
AgCenter’s newspaper communications effort. Three services were measured. Overall,
these services are very effective. The use of the “News You Can Use” consumer
related articles was very high. Moderate use of these articles was the norm. Although
not as high as the “News You Can Use” consumer related articles, the “Time
Sensitive” articles had very high use. Events and discoveries are examples of these
articles, making them more “Time Sensitive” than other articles. Newspaper users of
these articles were using them moderately. The “Get It Growing” horticulture articles
were not as highly used as the other services. However, use of these articles was still
high. Moderate use of these articles was the norm. The number of users of
photographs from the LSU AgCenter Web site was low.
The effectiveness of the radio services provided by LSU AgCenter
Communications was the second research question of the study. Since the statistical
tests indicated the phone responses differed from the mail responses, the results apply
only to the respondents, not to the entire population of radio users. A high percentage
of the radio population that responded to the survey were using LSU AgCenter radio
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news stories. Moderate use of these stories was the norm. A moderate number of the
radio respondents used the “Get It Growing” horticulture features. An equal number of
radio stations were using moderate and high numbers of these segments. A majority of
the radio respondents preferred the current length of the stories and identified the most
popular audio format for delivery.
The effectiveness of the television news services was also studied. The
television population had very high usage of the news stories delivered by LSU
AgCenter Communications every week. A majority of the television stations used most
or all of these news stories in their news broadcasts. The use of the weekly “Get It
Growing” horticulture segments was moderately high. A majority of the users of these
segments broadcast all of them.
Another goal of the study was to discover the awareness level of LSU
AgCenter topics of the news leaders of each mass medium. Overall, newspaper editors
had a high level of awareness of all LSU AgCenter topics. The radio respondents did
not show as high a level of awareness with some of the topics. Overall, there was a
high level of awareness among the radio respondents with a limited number of topics,
namely agriculture, aquaculture, horticulture and pests, and a moderate to low level of
awareness of the remaining topics. Television news directors also had varying levels of
awareness. They had very high levels of awareness on three topics, those being
agriculture, aquaculture and horticulture, but the majority of the topics showed a
moderate to very low levels of awareness.
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Importance of LSU AgCenter topics was also studied among each mass
medium. Each topic had a Likert scale ranging from “no importance” to “extreme
importance” to rate their level of importance. 4-H, agriculture and emergency
preparedness garnered the highest scores for importance among newspaper editors.
Except for personal finance, all of the remaining topics rated between “moderate
importance” and “substantial importance."
Personal finance and horticulture received a rating below moderate importance
among radio respondents. Emergency preparedness was most important among radio
respondents followed by agriculture and aquaculture. Television news directors rated
emergency preparedness highest between “substantial importance” and “extreme
importance.”
Agriculture and housing were the other most important topics according to
television news directors. Agriculture and emergency preparedness were consistently
rated most important among all populations. Personal finance was either rated least
important or next to last.
Very few alternative strategies were offered by any medium. A few of the radio
respondents requested more agriculture stories and more stories related to current
events. Some newspapers requested more local stories while a television respondent
requested a contact list of people involved with LSU AgCenter topics of programs and
research.
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Conclusions
Overall, the LSU AgCenter Communications effort is effective in terms of
usage of the news materials delivered to newspapers, radio and television stations. The
newspaper and television efforts are more effective in terms of usage than the radio
service.
Newspaper editors are more aware of LSU AgCenter topics than both radio
and television. Both television news directors and radio news directors and general
managers have limited awareness of certain LSU AgCenter topics.
The level of importance of LSU AgCenter topics among each medium differs.
Distinct differences existed within each medium as to what topics are important to their
publication or broadcast facility. This demonstrates the importance of knowing what
the news content leader in each medium thinks about LSU AgCenter topics.
When asked how LSU AgCenter Communications can be more helpful, more
compliments than alternative strategies were offered by each medium. These comments
led to a conclusion that LSU AgCenter Communications provides good information to
Louisiana's media.
A comparison of this study of the LSU AgCenter Communications effort with a
previous land grant institution communications study, seems to validate our
conclusions in terms of effectiveness. The only other land grant study that surveyed all
three mass media was the University of Idaho Agricultural Communications Center
study (Fritz, 1987).
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LSU AgCenter Communications showed higher usage of newspaper articles
and television news releases than the University of Idaho Agricultural Communications
effort. However, the same cannot be said for radio. The University of Idaho had a
larger percentage of users of their radio service.
The newspaper service of LSU AgCenter Communications is the most used of
all three media. Television exhibits high usage throughout much of the state while
radio is the most inconsistent.
Recommendations
It is recommended that the radio group be reexamined. Many in the group are
not using the services and should either be removed from the list or visited to see if
they are still interested in the LSU AgCenter radio news services. It is also
recommended to promote the “Get It Growing” horticulture segments to all stations
on the list. Both statewide networks should be consulted on how best LSU AgCenter’s
radio service may help them. Combined, both networks are syndicating their news
services to more than 90 radio stations in Louisiana. This represents almost twice the
number of radio stations currently served by LSU AgCenter Communications to this
study.
While usage of the television news service was high, more television stations
should be on the LSU AgCenter Communications list. In addition, higher usage of the
“Get It Growing” horticulture segments should be a priority.
The level of importance of LSU AgCenter topics by each medium should be
examined by LSU AgCenter Communications. If properly evaluated, this information
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could lead to greater use of LSU AgCenter stories. This is not to say that those topics
that were rated less important than others are not newsworthy. It should simply be
used as a tool for refining the news services offered.
It is also recommended that LSU AgCenter Communications personnel visit
radio and television stations and inform them of the program and research topic
information available for them to use in their news operation through the LSU
AgCenter. Perhaps a greater awareness level will produce greater usage or interest.
Finally, it might benefit LSU AgCenter Communications to come up with
contact lists of specialists in all of the topics listed in the surveys. It would most
probably benefit media people better if the lists were localized as much as possible. For
example, a list for Baton Rouge area media should not have people from North
Louisiana unless there is no other specialist. This might not raise the level of usage of
LSU AgCenter news services, but it would possibly lead to more contact from the
media of LSU AgCenter personnel.
It would be beneficial for other land grant communication groups to do studies
similar to this to evaluate the use of their services. It is also recommended that LSU
AgCenter Communications continue to survey the media about their services. A
followup of the awareness and level of importance part of this study should be
replicated in the near future. It would detect any changes in the level of awareness and
importance of LSU AgCenter topics and comparing it to the results of this study would
allow the researcher to detect any trends. Comparing this data on awareness to future
research would allow LSU AgCenter Communications to determine if the level of
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awareness grew among all three media. This would allow the researcher to determine if
LSU AgCenter Communications personnel were able to raise the level of awareness of
LSU AgCenter program and research topics with the media.
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